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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Examiner: 

A quick review of the drawings indicates that claims 27 and 28 do not read on the 
5 elected species, but instead read on Species 2 and 3 respectively. Also, although 

Applicant indicated claim 38 as withdrawn, it appears that this claim does read on the 
elected species. It should be further noted that claim 68 should also be considered a 
linking claim. Therefore, claims 4, 5, 14, 15, 21, 27, 28, 57, 58, 66, 67, and 69-71 are 
withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 142(b). 

10 

Response: 

The Applicant has corrected claim specifiers corresponding to claims 27, 28, and 
68 accordingly. Not other changes have been made and no new material has been 
introduced. 

15 

Examiner: 

Claim 38 is objected to because of informalities, 

Response: 

Claim 38 has been amended to correct the indicated typographical error and as 
20 suggested by the Examiner. Support can be found in Fig.6. No new material has been 

introduced. Reconsideration of claim 38 under this objection is respectfully requested. 
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Examiner 

Claims 1-3, 6, 10-13, 17-20,22,29, 39,53-56, 59, 63-65, and 68 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Oku et al. (US Pat. 6,051,847). Claims 1, 7-10, 
1 6, 35-38, 43, 54, and 60-62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
5 Kuo et al. (US PgPub 2002/0096687). Claims 1, 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

102(b) as being anticipated by Nitta (US Pat 5,900,650). Claims 1,3,6, 10, 11,29,51, 
52, 63, and 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hercmans 
et al. (US Pat. 6,504,1 80) in view of Nitta. 

Response: 

The term "rough" in claims 1 and 54 has additionally further defined as "a 
roughness of the first rough surface being between 20nm and 500nm". 
Support for this definition can be found in Table 1 beginning on line 20 of page 8 
and the following paragraph beginning on line 2 1 of the same page as filed. The 
paragraph states that the roughness (Ra) of the surface is within 1 nm, and after 
etching, different Ra values of the rough surface 122, are 20 nm, 48 nm, and 60 nm. 
Please note that all three of the listed RA values (20 nm, 48 nm, and 60 nm) of the 
rough surface 122 are obviously greater than the un-etched Ra value of "within 1 
nm" for the conventional LED. It is further noted (paragraph beginning on line 1 8 of 
page 7) that the contact area 123 is "flat" and that a second etching process can 
roughen part of the flat surface to form the rough surface 122 to the above stated Ra 
values 

It is believed that this definition of "rough" in the independent claims 1 and 54 
sufficiently distinguishes the claimed invention from the cited arts of Oku et al., Kuo 
25 et al., and Nitta, because, as stated by the Examiner when comparing claims 6 and 59 

with the disclosure of Oku et al., the relevant surface of the cited art is the " upper 
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surface of the p-type gallium nitride compound-based semiconductor thin film 35" 
not the "lower surface of the n-type gallium nitride compound-based semiconductor 
thin film 33" The upper surface of the p-type gallium nitride compound-based 
semiconductor thin film 35 can not be compared with the lower surface (the first 
5 contact and the first rough surface) of the present application. Oku et al. doesn't 

disclose the roughness of the lower surface of the n-type gallium nitride 
compound-based semiconductor thin film 33. So the cited art can't be compared 
with the present application. 

It is acknowledged that Fig,12 of the Heremans et al. reference used in the 
1 0 1 03(a) rejection discloses a rough surface 1 22 that may appear rougher than the 

surface under the electrical contact 124. However, Heremans et al. do not disclose a 
suitable Ra value range to get the best light extraction efficiency as taught and 
claimed by the amended claims and therefore fails to fully anticipate all claim 
limitations. Additionally, it is noted that a primary principle of Oku et al. is to 
15 increase surface flatness (Col .24, lines 24-43) making it unobvious to intentionally 

increase surface roughness. 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of all claims remaining in the 
application and a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 
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Sincerely yours, 



A^g^g Date: September 19. 2005 

5 Winston Hsu, Patent Agent No. 4 1 ,526 

P.O. BOX 506, Menlfield, VA 221 16, U.S.A. 
Voice Mail: 302-729-1562 
Facsimile: 806-498-6673 
e-mail : winstonhsu@naipo.com 
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Note: Please leave a message in my voice mail if you need to talk to me. (The time in D.C. 
is 12 hours behind the Taiwan time, i.e. 9 AM in D.C. = 9 PM in Taiwan.) 
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